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Final Selection Panel Review

Proposal Title

#0126: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the
Experimental Design of Ecosystem Restoration Actions

Funding:

Do not fund

This proposal received scores of: excellent, excellent and
very good from indpendent technical reviewers. The Technical
Synthesis Panel (TSP) gave it a rating of adequate due
primarily to the lack of definition of later stages of the
project approach provided in the written proposal and the
concerns identified by the technical reviewers. The comment
letter received clearly addressed the issues raised by the
technical reviewers and the TSP. After reviewing the comment
letter received, the Selection Panel considers that the
clarifying comments do not merit changing the TSP's rating of
adequate.

The Selection Panel did note that the public agencies could
learn from reviewing the results of a pilot project conducted
in the Columbia River basin, on which the proposed project is
modeled. The researchers proposing this effort have a good
track record and are a talented group of professionals. This
approach is interesting even if it cannot be funded at this
time. If more funds were available this would be worthwhile
effort to pursue. One should note that before the public
agencies pursue this with future public funds, the agencies
and stakeholders that participated in and provided data for
the Columbia River report might be consulted.
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Public Comments

The following public comments were received for this proposal.



















Technical Synthesis Panel Review

Proposal Title

#0126: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the
Experimental Design of Ecosystem Restoration Actions

Final Panel Rating

adequate

Technical Synthesis Panel (Primary) Review

TSP Primary Reviewer's Evaluation Summary And Rating:

The proposal address CALFED needs in that it will review
restoration projects for comparative analyses… it will data
mine. It will develop its own set of hypotheses to test (no
presented however) but not see how ongoing or completed
projects tested their hypotheses. It will use a model
developed and tested on the Columbia River (good). The PIs
should have done some preliminary data mining to test the
feasibility of this project. The PIs should have proposed some
potential new statistical approaches rather than old classic
approaches such as BACI. The proposal needs more thorough
development. The Columbia model should enhance the potential
for success of this project. The PIs are highly qualified but
should know better than not to produce a more comprehensive
proposal.

Additional Comments:

The proposal address CALFED needs in that it will review
restoration projects for comparative analyses… it will data
mine. It will develop its own set of hypotheses to test (no
presented however) but not see how ongoing or completed
projects tested their hypotheses. It will use a model
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developed and tested on the Columbia River (good). The PIs
should have done some preliminary data mining to test the
feasibility of this project. The PIs should have proposed some
potential new statistical approaches rather than old classic
approaches such as BACI. The proposal needs more thorough
development. The Columbia model should enhance the potential
for success of this project. The PIs are highly qualified but
should know better than not to produce a more comprehensive
proposal.

Technical Synthesis Panel (Discussion) Review

TSP Observations, Findings And Recommendations:

The proposal team is made up of an excellent group of
scientists. There is a great need within Calfed for the
evaluation of restoration projects on a multi−watershed scale.
This proposal, however, has little substance. While it’s
mentioned that hypotheses will be tested – they are not
specifically listed. Data that will be used are not
identified. While several statistical approaches are noted,
others (as noted by ad hoc reviewers) should be considered and
should be developed to test more theoretical concepts that
would come from hypotheses, had they been stated. This project
is complex and will require more than routine analysis and,
therefore, require more time from lead scientists to guide the
mid−level staff. The proposal was not fully thought through
from objectives to hypotheses, analysis and interpretation.
This proposal requires a different level of commitment and
development.

[In the web form the rating entered for this proposal was:
Adequate]

Technical Synthesis Panel Review
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Technical Review #1
proposal title: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the
Experimental Design of Ecosystem Restoration Actions

Review Form

Goals

Are the goals, objectives and hypotheses clearly stated and internally consistent? Is the idea
timely and important?

Comments
The goals, objectives and hypotheses are very
clearly stated and are internally consistent.
This is an important project.

Rating
excellent

Justification

Is the study justified relative to existing knowledge? Is a conceptual model clearly stated in
the proposal and does it explain the underlying basis for the proposed work? Is the selection
of research, pilot or demonstration project, or a full−scale implementation project justified?

Comments

The study is certainly justified in terms of existing
knowledge because it will take existing knowledge
(data from projects completed in the past) to better
understand what they indicate about the effectiveness
or not of different management actions.

Rating
excellent

Approach

Is the approach well designed and appropriate for meeting the objectives of the project? Is the
approach feasible? Are results likely to add to the base of knowledge? Is the project likely to
generate novel information, methodology, or approaches? Will the information ultimately be
useful to decision makers?

#0126: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the ...



Comments

The approach seems well thought out, and is certainly
feasible. It seems inevitable that the project will
generate information that is useful to decision
makers, even if this takes the form that the
effectiveness of certain management actions in the
past is not well demonstrated.

Rating
excellent

Feasibility

Is the approach fully documented and technically feasible? What is the likelihood of success?
Is the scale of the project consistent with the objectives and within the grasp of authors?

Comments

The approach is very well documented, and I believe
that it has a high likelihood of success. The scale
seems appropriate and the authors are well qualified
to carry it out.

Rating
excellent

Monitoring

If applicable, is monitoring appropriately designed (pre−post comparisons; treatment−control
comparisons)? Are there plans to interpret monitoring data or otherwise develop information?

CommentsThis is not really an appropriate issue.

Rating
excellent

Products

Are products of value likely from the project? Are contributions to larger data management
systems relevant and considered? Are interpretive (or interpretable) outcomes likely from the
project?

CommentsYes, the products will inevitably be of value
and will be relevant to larger data management
systems. The results should be interpretable
assuming that appropriate analyses are

Technical Review #1
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conducted.

Rating
excellent

Additional Comments

Comments

If a project of this type has not been carried
out before then it is important that it is done
soon so that the results of past projects are
fully utilized.

Capabilities

What is the track record of authors in terms of past performance? Is the project team qualified
to efficiently and effectively implement the proposed project? Do they have available the
infrastructure and other aspects of support necessary to accomplish the project?

Comments

The track records of the authors are all
extremely good and the project team seems very
well qualified for the project. The
infrastructure and other support seems very
adequate.

Rating
excellent

Budget

Is the budget reasonable and adequate for the work proposed?

Comments

The project is expensive. I have not looked carefully
at the costs involved, but these should be scrutinised
carefully by someone who is used to evaluating such
things.

Rating
good

Overall

Provide a brief explanation of your summary rating.

Technical Review #1
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Comments

It is very important to review the outcomes of all
projects completed in the past as a whole at regular
periods of time to ensure that the maximum information
is gained from the outcomes. I imagine that if this
project goes as expected then the exercise should be
repeated again every 10−15 years.

Rating
excellent

Technical Review #1
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Technical Review #2
proposal title: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the
Experimental Design of Ecosystem Restoration Actions

Review Form

Goals

Are the goals, objectives and hypotheses clearly stated and internally consistent? Is the idea
timely and important?

Comments

Overall this was a very well written and constructed
proposal that was easy to comprehend; the goals,
objectives were clearly presented−−there were no
specific hypotheses. It also appears to meet a
critical need for the CALFED program at this juncture
in its development, namely an overall analysis of
restoration activities.

Rating
very good

Justification

Is the study justified relative to existing knowledge? Is a conceptual model clearly stated in
the proposal and does it explain the underlying basis for the proposed work? Is the selection
of research, pilot or demonstration project, or a full−scale implementation project justified?

Comments

The study is justified in relation to existing
information and data. With hundreds of
completed and ongoing restoration projects, a
need exists to provide a coherent meta−analysis
and synthesis of results to guide future
activities and allocate resources most
effectively.

Rating
very good
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Approach

Is the approach well designed and appropriate for meeting the objectives of the project? Is the
approach feasible? Are results likely to add to the base of knowledge? Is the project likely to
generate novel information, methodology, or approaches? Will the information ultimately be
useful to decision makers?

CommentsOverall the approach appears to be well
designed and patterned after a project in the
Columbia basin with similar objectives.
However, the approach was presented more as an
outline, and was thin on technical detail, and
I would have liked to have seen more detail on
statistical methods and conceptual models that
will be expected to be used. I would liked to
have seen perhaps a brief example drawn from
the Columbia River project to illustrate the
types of results and interpretations that were
realized there and how the achieved broader
scope facilitated novel solutions. That said,
I am left with the impression that this
project will certainly add to the base of
knowledge needed to guide restoration
activities at a broad landscape scale, and
that it can be achieved within a timeline
relevant to restoration activities.

That being said, I do see some room for
improvement. Given that the overall objective
is to increase understanding and assessment of
restoration activities at a whole−basin level,
I have some concerns whether their statistical
techniques comparing multiple restoration
sites will allow for accounting of the
relationships that exist between sites in a
stream network context. Their “Toolbox”
presents a gradation of standard statistical
techniques ranging from best case scenario of
BACI , the crown jewel of ecological effects
studies, to qualitative assessments of case
studies, the more pedestrian article. I would

Technical Review #2
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hope to see some effort expended towards other
approaches besides just classical statistics,
and I firmly believe that understanding would
be improved by inclusion of complementary
approaches, that while not purely parametric
are nonetheless rigorous. Structured equation
modelling could provide a means to address the
influence of the mechanistic and network
properties of stream systems. And qualitative
approaches, which appear to be only based in
literature review, could be enhanced by more
formal methods, such as qualitative modelling
(eg. Puccia and Levins 1985, Qualitative
modelling of complex systems, Harvard
University Press). Adding these approaches to
the “toolbox” would add another dimension to
the study and add rigor and strength to the
task of developing and analysing the
conceptual models. It would also improve
engagement of both the biologists and public
during consultation.

Rating
very good

Feasibility

Is the approach fully documented and technically feasible? What is the likelihood of success?
Is the scale of the project consistent with the objectives and within the grasp of authors?

Comments

The approach is fully documented with peer−reviewed
examples and has previously proven effective in prior
applications. The whole−basin/landscape approach is
consistent with the broad objectives proposed. The
previous success of the applicant’s Columbia basin
project suggests there should be little reason to
doubt the likelihood of achieving their goals in the
current proposal. The biggest challenge will likely be
in the coordination and acquisition of data from
disparate sources, but this appears to be well
recognized and planned for.

Rating

Technical Review #2
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very good

Monitoring

If applicable, is monitoring appropriately designed (pre−post comparisons; treatment−control
comparisons)? Are there plans to interpret monitoring data or otherwise develop information?

Comments

Perhaps not applicable here, as this is not tied
to specific project, however, monitoring the
monitoring is really the core of the proposed
work.

Rating
not applicable

Products

Are products of value likely from the project? Are contributions to larger data management
systems relevant and considered? Are interpretive (or interpretable) outcomes likely from the
project?

Comments

The products to be delivered from this project
are high in value and relevant to the core
objectives of the CALFED program. The planned
outcomes are likely to be very appropriate to
the management of stream restoration
activities, the delivery of a standardized
analysis of a very messy problem, should allow
resource managers to engage each other with a
common understanding of restoration results and
needs.

Rating
very good

Additional Comments

Comments

Technical Review #2
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Capabilities

What is the track record of authors in terms of past performance? Is the project team qualified
to efficiently and effectively implement the proposed project? Do they have available the
infrastructure and other aspects of support necessary to accomplish the project?

Comments

The authors and project team appear to be of
the highest qualifications and have been
successful before in delivering a similar
project. They appear to know of, and have
accounted for, major challenges and hurdles.
They appear to have an extensive collaborative
network of experiences professionals to draw
upon.

Rating
excellent

Budget

Is the budget reasonable and adequate for the work proposed?

Comments

The budget seems reasonable and adequate. But I must
admit that I have not gone through it with a
fine−tooth comb, nor do I believe that I am entirely
qualified to judge it well, as I have not managed a
project of this scope in the private sector.

Rating
good

Overall

Provide a brief explanation of your summary rating.

CommentsAs you would surmise from my comments I am well
impressed with this proposal. It is quite ambitious
and attempts a very difficult problem that has for too
long been shied−away from. I have little doubt that it
will deliver useful and practical results. My concerns
about the toolbox being somewhat limited in approach
could be applied to most ecological studies, and is

Technical Review #2
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not a special concern. The authors of the proposal are
likely able to address my concerns through their
extensive experience and intuition, however, the
techniques I suggest would help to formalize these
thought processes and make them more amenable to
analysis and public engagement—always a good thing.

Rating
very good

Technical Review #2
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Technical Review #3
proposal title: Using Multi−Watershed Analyses to Analyze the Effects and Improve the
Experimental Design of Ecosystem Restoration Actions

Review Form

Goals

Are the goals, objectives and hypotheses clearly stated and internally consistent? Is the idea
timely and important?

Comments

Golas and hypotheses are clearly stated. This is a
very timely exercise in systematically learning about
restoration success through data mining and
comparative analysis of calfed projects. The PIs make
an excellent point that, while Calfed has required
monitoring, thier has been little effort to
systematically compile and compare data from multiple
projects. My only reservation is whether enough
projects are now in the Calfed database, and enough
time has elapsed, for evaluation to make sense, or
whether this project might be a bit premature. Even if
it is early in the game, I would support this project,
with the expectation that it should be re−visited at,
say, 5−year intervals.

Rating
excellent

Justification

Is the study justified relative to existing knowledge? Is a conceptual model clearly stated in
the proposal and does it explain the underlying basis for the proposed work? Is the selection
of research, pilot or demonstration project, or a full−scale implementation project justified?

Commentshighly relevant evaluation of restoration success and
of the design and analysis criteria appropriate to
restoration evaluation.
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strongly justified also by prior work on Columbia,
which looks to be an excellent model.

wil "tighten the adaptive management loop" (nice
phrase!)

Rating
excellent

Approach

Is the approach well designed and appropriate for meeting the objectives of the project? Is the
approach feasible? Are results likely to add to the base of knowledge? Is the project likely to
generate novel information, methodology, or approaches? Will the information ultimately be
useful to decision makers?

CommentsI like their explanations of landscape and
multi−scale watershed comparisons in an
'informal' experimental design. The PIs
show a good grasp of how to approach the
problem. I also like their focus on
specific restoration activities aimed at
salmonids. The PIs present an intriguing
argument for testing various monitoring
designs, in recognition of the difficulties
of observing (and interpreting)recovery or
lack of recovery. Again, they provide a
sophisticated discussion of the challenges
of experimental design in the context of
evaluating restoration success. This is the
best such discussion I have read. (But it
appears that the general approach has been
proposed or used before in the Pac NW after
which this is patterned.) I am a bit
confused regarding the evaluation of
habitat vs biological data (they seem to be
emphasizing the former), and how well they
can relate the two. I am unclear just how
many studies they expect to identify and
include. And then there is the difficult
question of whether enough time has elapsed
for change (improvements) to be be

Technical Review #3
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observed. Tyhe lengthy description of the
Columbia River project on which this study
is patterned was of some help, but felt
overly−detailed. I would have preferred to
know more about the database that this
project will work with. The description of
workshops makes it clear that they will
determine what data are available as part
of the project itself, so we have no way of
assessing how rich the data are. On the
plus side, the development of the database
is a critical function in its own right,
and the proposal does a good job of
describing the process. I also am persuaded
that they will be able to perform power and
other analyses that will provide valuable
information on design adequacy, tradeoffs,
covariates, etc. Indeed, by later in the
proposal, I began to feel that the PIs'
strongest justification lies in the
development of statistical design and
analysis fo restoration projects. How well
they will also answer specific questions
for specific restoration activities aimed
at salmonids feels less certian, and less
critical.

It is my understanding that this project
will look at very specific project outcome
data, including habitat and biological
measures. This level of specificity is a
plus.

Rating
excellent

Feasibility

Is the approach fully documented and technically feasible? What is the likelihood of success?
Is the scale of the project consistent with the objectives and within the grasp of authors?

Comments

Technical Review #3
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The approach is technically feasible. The extent and
type of data available are uncertain. Nonetheless, I
expect there will be sufficient data for the analysis
to proceed. The very act of beginning the development
of such a database is valuable. I expect the PIs will
be able to provide valuable insights into the design
and analysis of restoration projects.

Rating
excellent

Monitoring

If applicable, is monitoring appropriately designed (pre−post comparisons; treatment−control
comparisons)? Are there plans to interpret monitoring data or otherwise develop information?

Comments
N/A. This is more of a meta−analysis of existing
monitoring data from prior projects.

Rating
excellent

Products

Are products of value likely from the project? Are contributions to larger data management
systems relevant and considered? Are interpretive (or interpretable) outcomes likely from the
project?

CommentsYes, well described

Rating
excellent

Additional Comments

Commentsnovel and important work

Capabilities

What is the track record of authors in terms of past performance? Is the project team qualified
to efficiently and effectively implement the proposed project? Do they have available the
infrastructure and other aspects of support necessary to accomplish the project?

Technical Review #3
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Comments

I don't know most of these people. Some well−known
names. Prior involvement in Columbia River analysis is
a strong indicator of their abilities. Credentials are
impressive.

Rating
excellent

Budget

Is the budget reasonable and adequate for the work proposed?

Comments
$742k might be high but there are a lot of people
involved, and one assumes there are a lot of data be
be gathered.

Rating
very good

Overall

Provide a brief explanation of your summary rating.

Comments

I lke the 'big picture' approach of this proposal. The
presentationis sophisticated and thoughtful. The
diagrams also help to demonstrate a well−thought out
structure. A comparative, synthetic approach to the
evaluation of specific restoration practices is sorely
needed, as is greater clarity of the appropariate
design of monitoring projects. This should contribute
substantially to those goals.

Rating
excellent

Technical Review #3
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